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the negligence of the servant while so acting, the hirer
will be liable (6).
Onus of Proof.—If the goods have been damaged
during the hiring period, the onus is upon the hirer to
show that he used ordinary care regarding the goods.
The plaintiff must adduce reasonable evidence of negli-
gence but, if the goods were solely under the management
of the hirer and an accident such as in the ordinary
course of things does not happen to such goods if proper
care is used, occurs and is proved, there is, in the absence
of explanation by the hirer, sufficient evidence that the
accident arose from want of care (c). In some cases it
may be enough merely to prove the accident; in others
it will not be sufficient; a ship going down in the sea is as
consistent with care as with negligence, but a ship going
down in the dock is prima facie evidence of negligence (d).
There must be reasonable evidence of negligence; but
upon reasonable evidence of negligence being adduced,
the onus is upon the hirer to prove that reasonable care
 (b)	Sanderson v. Collins, (1904] 1 K.B. 628 ;  3 Digest 91, 233, where
it was held that a hirer whose coachman had taken a carriage out for
his own purpose and not for the purpose of his master was not liable
for an injury done to the carriage through the coachman's negligence.
The decision in Coupe Co. v. Maddick, [1891] 2 Q.B. 413 ;  3 Digest 91,
232, was considered and distinguished.    In that case the hirer's coach-
man was driving a hired carriage by the authority of his master, but
drove in another direction for purposes of his own, and it was held
that for an injury to the carriage through the coachman's negligence
the hirer was responsible.    The distinction is a very slight one, and
Collins, M.R., and Romer, L.J., in Sanderson v. Collins said that the
decision in Coupi Co. v. Maddick could only be supported by taking
the view that the servant was acting within the scope of his employment
at the time of the accident.    And see Cheshire v. Bailey, [1905] 1 K.B
237 ;   3 Digest 88, 278 ;   Mintz v. Silverton (1920), 36 T.L.R. 399
3 Digest 133, 7076.
 (c)	Scott v. London Dock Co. (1865), 3 H. & C. 596 ; 36 Digest 91, 607
Mackenzie v. Cox (1840), 9 C. & P. 632 ;  3 Digest 74, 747 ;  Phipps v.
New Claridge's Hotel, Limited (1905), 22 T.L.R. 49 ; 3 Digest 74, 742
Morison, Pollexfen 6- Blair v. Walton (1909), cited [1915] 1 K.B. 90 H,L.
3 Digest 74, 743 ;   Travers (Joseph) & Sows, Limited v. Cooper, [1915]
1 K.B. 73 ;   3 Digest 75, 744 ;  Bullen v. Swan Electric Engraving Co.
(1907), 23 T.L.R. 258, CA.;   3 Digest 63, 67 ;   Wiehe v. Dennis Bros.
(1913), 29 TX.R. 250 ;   3 Digest 63, 68 ;   Goldman v. Hill, [1919]
1 K.B. 443 ;   Digest Supp. -
(d)	Scott v. London Dock Co. (supra), per Blackburn, JM at p. 599.

